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摘要
本會議是國際學術論壇（the International Academic Forum, IAFOR）的第三屆年會。國際學術論壇是由許多跨國高等教育機構、國際性出版社、聯合國下屬單位共同協辦。IAFOR 組織於102年4月05日～4月07日選定在日本大阪舉行論壇，透過其所建構的交流平台，不僅可以瞭解到全球性或各國的教育議題，還可以瞭解到議題問題背後的社會文化脈絡因素，更重要在此會議中可以藉由相互交流以分析問題癥結，找到解決問題的可行策略。

[bookmark: _Toc385158226]壹、目的
  一、瞭解全球性或各國的教育發展現況。
  二、藉由學術交流分享專家學者間的研究心得。
  三、提供台灣高等教育發展現況，促進未來學術發展與合作。

[bookmark: _Toc385158227]貳、過程
本會議是國際學術論壇（the International Academic Forum, IAFOR）的第三屆年會。國際學術論壇是由許多跨國高等教育機構、國際性出版社、聯合國下屬單位共同協辦，其中高等教育機構包括日本（the International Academic Forum）、美國（the College of Human Sciences at Auburn University, the California Lutheran University School of Business-CIF）、阿根廷（the Spanish and Latin American Culture Programme of the National University of Cordoba）、英國（the Graduate School of Education of the University of Glasgow）、臺灣（the Department of Education of the National University of Tainan）；出版社以及聯合國下屬單位包括：Cambridge University Press and Hobsons USA, the Institute of International Education, KOTESOL, the United National World Food Programme, and the Universities Fighting World Hunger UNMFP Intiative。特別是創會成員之一的聯合國農糧會，是國際性的組織，也是ACE大會的協辦單位，顯示IAFOR的組織宗旨深為聯合國所認同，也重視ACE大會為全球議題與解決策略所辦理目的。IAFOR組織起於亞太已超越歐美成為新興且為世界中心地區，但是亞太與西方各國的連結卻未因此而有所增進。因此一群亞洲、歐洲和北美的學術與商業專業人士，便組成IAFOR，旨在提供跨界的有意義對話平台，即讓大學的學術工作國際化，且跨越領域、理論、國別的界線。IAFOR為達組織目標，以辦理國際性研討會如亞洲教育論壇（ACE）、學術期刊、架設國際網路平台作為策略。而IAFOR舉辦的ACE會議目的，則是以追求釐清問題，尋求解決為宗旨，特別是對全球性議題，都可能是各國將會面對的問題。因此，透過此會議所建構的交流平台，不僅可以瞭解到全球性或各國的教育議題，還可以瞭解到議題問題背後的社會文化脈絡因素，更重要在此會議中可以藉由相互交流以分析問題癥結，找到解決問題的可行策略。
此次大會內容大致分為數大項：
（一）主題演說
主題演說共有三場，英國Birkbeck University of London教育社會學教授Susan Robertson終身學習研究所所長Sue Jackson教授發表‘Lifelong learning in a Globalized World: Politics, Power and Pedagogic Practice’，她指出了在全球化經濟影響下，國家空間邊界的重組及其對於教育的影響與終身學習的可能性與重要性。接著University of Lincon的Mary Stuart教授發表‘Social Mobility and Higher Education-The significance of after class activities and their impact on graduate’其就高等教育促動社會流動的影響力做了深入的闡釋，並展望未來學習社會的型態。Waseda University的Michiko Nakano教授演說 ‘Internationalization or Globalization in Asia: Issues in English language Education’。她從亞洲國家幾近瘋狂地進行英語教育的現象，省思與辯證國際化與全球化的概念。
（二）特色演說
特色演說有兩場，一場是Waseda University的Ken Kawan Soetanto教授演說 ‘Encourage Student’s Self Discovery by Touching Education’。另一場則由台灣的姜添輝教授演說 ‘How Globalization Drives the Higher Education Policy of the State’。姜教授從左派的觀點思考了國家機器如何藉由全球化進程，以市場化機制重塑高等教育政策的歷程。
（三）論文發表、討論座談
包括18項議題：1.Adult, Vocational, Distance, and Professional Learning. 2.Art, Drama, design and Creativity. 3.Biology, Biotechnology and education. 4.Community, Culture, Globalization and Internationalization. 5.Cross Culture Distance Learning Programmes in East Asia Seminar. 6.Curriculum and Pedagogy. 7.Educational Vision, policy, Leadership, management and Administration. 8.Equity, Social Justice and Social Change. 9.Interdisciplinary. 10.language Education and Applied linguistics. 11.Literacy, language, multiliteracies. 12.Maths, Science, and Technology Learning. 13. Nursing Education.14.Organizational Learning and Change. 15. Professional Concerns, Training and development. 16.Student Learning, Learner Experience & Learner Diversity. 17.Globalization and Key Issues in Education. 18. Technology in Learning. 19. University Research and Development.等。
本論文受邀在第17主題「全球化及教育的關鍵議題」的場次中，以三個Panel的形式進行發表，並由召集人姜添輝教授擔任主持人。姜教授並就本團隊之研究動機、目的與方法做整體說明，提供對本團隊論文之先前理解的知識。接著由團員東華大學白亦方教授發表 ‘In Search of perfect Curriculum: Case from Taiwan’、暨南大學楊洲松教授發表 ‘A Study on the Evaluation of Emerging Technologies Curriculum in Taiwan’s Senior High School’、新竹教育大學沈姍姍教授發表 ‘The Changing Requirements of University Entrance in Taiwan. Is there a New Paradigm Emerging?’、嘉南藥理大學Damien Trezise教授發表 ‘Localization of the Global Language: English Literacy in a Taiwanese Context.’、崑山科技大學謝斐敦教授發表‘A comparison between the Taiwanese and German curriculum of teacher education for early childhood care and education at the tide of immigration’、 崑山科技大學周梅雀教授發表‘Practice of Localization Education-Case Study of the tribe Language Culture Immersion Curriculum at an early Childhood Caring Center of a Taiwanese Indigenous Tribe’、台灣師大許殷宏教授發表 ‘Private Middle School Students’ Perception of Competence and its influencee on their School Adaptation Strategies and Identity: The Taiwanese experience ’、台灣師大黃嘉莉教授發表 ‘The Relationship Between Education Research and Education Policy: Historical and Critical Perspectives’等研究論文。一整天的Panel引起了現場不同國家與會人員的興趣，並紛紛參加討論。綜合現場提問人的意見，可以聚焦出共同問題有二：
1. 全球化中的台灣英語學習相當熱烈，政府的語言政策為何？學校進行教學與學生學習所採用的學習策略為何？
2. 多元族群的台灣，在各種課程與教學、語言學習，包括原住民、新移民等，其母語學習如何與全球化脈絡中的英語學習相輔相成？政府有何策略與協助？
針對前述問題，召集人姜添輝教授與東華大學白亦方教授從整體語言學習環境及台灣在全球化脈絡中的地位出發，指出作為外貿經濟取向的海島型國家，外語學習是相當重要的；而為保存傳統文化，母語學習也是重點，因此台灣的語言政策與其說是在全球(global)—在地(local)間拔河，不如說是全球在地化(glocalization)與在地全球化(localglobalization)之間的辯證發展。嘉南藥理大學Damien Trezise教授則從一個從事語言教學的外國人觀點，指出台灣學生學習英語太過重視讀、寫與紙筆測驗，忽視了語言作為一種社會生活要素，具有其社會規則，語言的學習應該要生活化、實踐化才能事半功倍。由於與會者中亦多來自東南亞與東亞國家，在全球化衝擊下進行英語學習的情形與問題類似，因此頗能引起共鳴，討論氣氛相當熱烈。

[bookmark: _Toc385158228]參、心得
（一）召集人與團員分別發表論文，與會場學者進行學術交流，也讓亞洲各國教育研究學者瞭解到我國教育研究的現況與發展，肯定我國學者在教育研究領域的表現，有效提升我國在國際學術舞台的能見度。
（二）與各國與會者溝通互動良好，持續增進與提昇彼此友誼，且本國內與會者全部10多人的參與並發表論文，幾乎是與會國家中最龐大與整齊的團隊，已經成功地吸引了諸多會員的注意，對於穩定我中華民國在 IAFOR的會籍與地位有相當助益。
（三）參與各場次的學術論文發表，了解亞洲各國教育研究的重要議題與發展趨勢，有助於促進我國教育研究領域的開展。

[bookmark: _Toc385158229]肆、建議
（一）IAFOR為聯合國教科文組織下的分支機構，係重要的國際學術組織，我國由台南大學姜添輝教授自始即掌握先機加入該組織並積極深耕以開拓台灣教育的學術視野與深度。三年來，我國參與IAFOR的教育學者皆可多達十多人，惟多是以個人名義參與，不易使其他國家與會者充分聚焦。此次召集人組織研究團隊，集中於同一議題而以Panel的機會進行發表，成功地聚焦了我國在教育學術研究的努力，獲得許多會員的肯定與認同。如何促使更多台灣學者與會，更以此次團隊模式參與，一方面展現實力並提升我國學術能見度，另方面以學術人數與學術實力的雙重貢獻，以增加我國於IAFOR的影響力，將是未來國內教育學界可以繼續努力的方向。
（二）爭取IAFOR中的ACE大會於台灣舉辦。ACE三年來均於日本大阪舉辦，會員已有希望轉換會議地點的呼聲。此次我國以團隊堅強的學術實力做為支撐，而能與其他亞洲國家友好會員以文會友，增進交流情誼並獲得了其他會員的認同與肯定。之後若能接續努力，持續深耕此會，相當有機會爭取ACE於台灣主辦，建議國科會仍能持續補助與會。
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Citizen Virtues and Education in a Technological Society

I. Introduction
 All of us live in the technological society, like Verbeek(2009) says: the world is increasingly populated not only by human beings but also by technological artifacts that help to shape the ways we live our lives. And technology today refers not only machines or artifacts but also an autonomy system as what the France philosopher Jacques Ellul says. It means that technology integrates everything and avoids shock and sensational events.  Man is not adapted to a world of steel; technology adapts him to it. It changes the arrangement of this blind world so that man can be a part of it without colliding with its rough edges, without the anguish of being delivered up to the inhuman.
II. Two kinds of technology
I think there are two important kinds of technology in modern society: one is information technology and the other is biotechnology. 
Huxley predicts a genetic engineering utopia in “Brave New World.” He utilizes the idea of biotechnology to complete Plato’s utopia in “Republic.” In the New World, people are assigned into three levels according to their genes. Therefore, people’s life and future are determined by their genes. Besides, Huxley ironically and pessimistically points that it is an inhuman utopia.
If we rethink Huxley’s biotechnological prediction, it is becoming clear that human being is not only shaped by the influence of ideas on our thinking, or by physical interventions in our biological constitution, but also by material arrangements of the technological environment in which we live. And because of the possibilities offered by new biotechnologies, we cannot confine ourselves to discipling humans. In a sense, human and technology are tightly connected in the technological society.  Then, we become posthuman, or Donna Haraway’s ‘cyborg’.  ‘Cyborg’ is articulated by ‘cybernetics ’ and ‘organism’ , it means that biotechnologies, such as genetic engineering, prosthetics, organ transplant, or other artificial products, impose, connect and reconstruct human’s body. Thus, there are no longer ‘pure’ human and all of us are ‘cyborg’.  
Concerning the concept of cyborg, it may pop up questions  as following: “What is human being and what is the machine?”, “What is humanitas? Is it exist? Does it have any meaning in a posthuman era? ”, and “How do we  think about ethics and morals? ”. All these questions are essential for citizenship education to response.
Geoge Owell predicates an information society in his famous work, “1984.” He describes a Big Brother uses information technologies to keep people under strict surveillance. Owell’s political prediction doesn’t come true in 1984, but information technology prevails over the world and control people’s life. All these also seems inevitable today.
As we know, information technology has permeated our everyday life, especially the Internet. And it challenges pedagogy in all aspects including educational aims, teacher’s teaching, student’s learning, pedagogic environment and relationship between teacher and student etc. 
Manuel Castells suggests three main concepts in information technology: autopoeisis, hypertext and flexibility. 
Autopoeisis means that information in generating and expanding has its autonomic and complex capacities like organism. Its only one working logic is to keep self survive in the system.
Hypertext means that information could be connected, reconstructed and revoluted among different texts, and forms a new text. And it could be an endless  journey.
Flexibility means that the meaning of information is according to the context and situation the information is applied. “What works is true!” is the only truth.
Also, it brings four changes in human’s cognition for the knowledge:  ideas of knowledge,  process of inquiring knowledge, institute for knowledge conservation and delivered and human’s recognition model. All of these aspects challenge modern pedagogy.
III. Virtue education in the technological society
Aristotle proposes the question “what shall I be?” to discuss virtue ethics. Virtue means a disposition or habitus. And as a good citizen, he should know how to govern like a freeman, and how to obey like a freeman. All virtues he had come from modeling learning and practicing everyday. So virtues become habits and citizens  should practice thoroughly. 
And now we are in the technological society, citizen virtues in the technological society emphasizes on “What shall I be in the technological society?”  I think there are four important virtues a citizen should own:  participation, democracy, reflexivity and responsibility.
Firstly, participation means a good citizen knows both how to participate in the shaping of technologies of various kinds and how to accept the shaping force that these technologies will eventually impose. Because consequences of technology do make effects on personal fate, policy decision about technology is not technocracy but as a public regime where everyone could actively participate. 
Secondly, according to the description above, democracy must be necessary. When people involve to the technological network, it brings “participant interests.”  ‘Democratizing technology’ ask people to participate the process of policy decision of emergence technologies, like medicine and environmental issues. Through deliberately thinking and rational dialogue, citizens would get consensus and policy decisions would be legitimated.
Thirdly, reflexivity is a particular and specific virtue in the technological society, it states that serious attention is paid to the way different kinds of social, political, economic, cultural elements are woven together in the process of technological development. Thus, reflexivity can be defined as turning attention ‘inwards’ towards the person, relevant community, social context, and cultural traditions. Through reflexivity, citizens are empowered to get aware of political-ideological character of technological development.
Finally, responsibility is also an important virtue in the technological society. As Hans Jonas points, modern technology has changed all things all over the world and opened a new responsible field. Our thinkings about ethics must transfer from Antropocentrism to Ecocentrisim, from “near ethics” to “far ethics.” With the heuristics of fear, Hans Jonas mentions that man must have the responsibility for others who are probably damaged or in the risk of consequences of technology. The principle of responsibility states : Act so that the effects of your action are compatible with the permanence of genuine human life. Or: Act so that the effects of your action are not destructive of the future possibilities of such life.
IV. Conclusions
All we live in the highly developed technological society. Especially, information technology and genetic engineering have permeated and spread to all aspects of our daily life, and changed everything of human beings and the others. In order to keep sustainable, citizen virtues should be cultivate, and this is the most important issue of citizenship education in the technological society. In fact, technology should be seen as means of sustainability, but not the instrumental system, to dominate human beings and the others. According to this, citizenship education must emphasize on learning of virtues, especially participation, democracy, reflexivity and responsibility. To cultivate these virtues, modeling, practicing, and turning them into habits are ways in pedagogy. 
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